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Abstract 
Although partnering is one of the preferred methods of project delivery to address adversarial behavior, there is still a lack of a 
thorough and descriptive definition over this concept. Certain requirements must be met if we want to classify a project in the 
partnering cluster. Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to break down partnering into a list of tangible elements. In order to do 
that, we formulated the following research question: What is Partnering in construction industry? 
A comprehensive literature study was carried out to identify a theoretical list of elements used in partnering projects. Data from 26 
partnering projects within Norwegian construction environment was collected during face-to-face semi-structured interviews 
conducted with key actors in the construction industry. Collected data utilized with findings from literature to develop a definition 
of partnering. Partnering is defined as a collaborative procurement form, focusing on integration of the project design and delivery 
by weighting collaboration and coordination between involved parties. In this paper, partnering is broken down to elements such 
as: value based procurement, compensation form based on open books, dispute resolution method, start-up workshops, joint 
objectives, follow-up workshops and early involvement of contractor etc. One or preferably more of these elements should be 
obtained in order to tag the project with partnering. By adding more elements, the purity of partnering would increase toward full 
collaborative environment. 
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1. Introduction 
Latham [1] identifies the UK construction industry’s existing industry practices as adversarial, ineffective, 
fragmented, and incapable of delivering for its clients. It urged for reform and advocated as well partnering as other 
manners of collaboration. Today, there is still a widespread acknowledgement that the UK does not get full value and 
has failed to exploit the potential for public construction and infrastructure projects to drive growth [2]. 
A report to the Norwegian parliament in 2011-2012 states that fragmentation and adversarial behavior resulting in 
a decline in productivity equally characterize the Norwegian construction industry. The report requests a priority on 
cost efficiency, smart building and improved quality, and upholds the government’s role in the development of the 
construction industry[3]. 
One of the main role player in Norwegian construction industry is Statsbygg. Statsbygg is the Norwegian 
Government’s key advisor in construction and property affairs, building commissioner, property manager and property 
developer. One of its five main business objectives for 2011-2015 states that it shall “deliver within budget, on time 
and to the agreed standard”. The matching key strategy for this objective is to “guarantee results through systematic 
work and continuous improvement”. Equally, having a long-term, innovative perspective that contributes to 
development of the industry.  Statsbygg should be a role model for the building, construction and property 
management industry [4]. 
Statsbygg initiated their partnering effort in 2001 to contribute to a change of the culture from adversarial to 
cooperative, and give both faster completion and more value for money. In this way, partnering is Statsbygg’s way of 
reducing waste and increasing the value of their construction projects. 
By increasing, the popularity of partnering due to the traditionally adversarial culture and the high level of conflicts 
other big public clients such as Norwegian public road administration (NPRA/Statens Vegvesen) also developed their 
own partnering models.  
This study investigates a broad range of cases, executed by different clients in Norway to find a common practical 
understanding over the topic and compare it with findings from literature. Furthermore, it identifies the challenges 
related to practical implementation of the concept. 
At present time, number of partnering projects are increasing in the construction industry. This underline the need 
for identifying the partnering project characteristics that is essential to address the challenges related to 
implementation of this concept in Norwegian construction projects. 
2. Method 
The methodological approach is divided into two with a literature review and multiple-cases study (based on a 
survey, interviews and a document study). based on Yin (2011). The case study was done based on a survey, interviews 
and a document study on 26 selected projects. The projects were identified through the authors’ network of 
practitioners, and chosen on basis of being partnering projects. Selected projects were executed by different 
organization presented in Table 5. 
The literature study, following the prescription of Blumberg, Cooper and Schindler [5], was undertaken to develop 
the theoretical background for partnering. A combination of both journal articles and conference papers were used to 
get a broad perspective of the current views of the topic. A document study was performed on a number of key 
government and industry publications covering partnering concept. The case studies were designed based on the 
principles as describes in Yin [6] with both triangulation of methods and perspectives to strengthen the analysis. The 
methodological approach is divided   into two with a literature review and a case study. 
Using a combination of the literature study and document study was an effective way to gain a theoretical insight 
into concept of partnering. With the theoretical background in place, interviews were performed to gain practical 
insight. The combination of theoretical and practical insight helped to analyse how the elements of partnering help to 
achieve desired outcomes. 
The discussion presents the authors’ interpretation of the studied literature and information from case 
investigations. 
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3. Theoretical background 
3.1. Partnering 
An increasing interest towards the implementation of collaborative working relationships in projects has led 
nowadays to the development of several studies about this topic. One of the first definition of partnering has been 
provided by the Construction Industry Institute in 1991, where partnering is considered as;  
 
“A long-term commitment by two or more organizations for the purpose of achieving specific business objectives 
by maximising the effectiveness of each participant’s resources. This requires changing traditional relationships 
to a shared culture without regard to organization boundaries. The relationship is based upon trust, dedication to 
common goals, and an understanding of each other’s individual expectations and values. Expected benefits include 
improved efficiency and cost-effectiveness, increased opportunity for innovation, and the continuous improvement 
of quality products and services”[7]. 
 
There are many references in the literature to partnering which Table 1 presents collection of some of the most 
cited definition of partnering. Many authors have developed their own contributions to the concept with aiming to 
mature a widely accepted definition of partnering. Some studies proved to be too broad and generic, not giving the 
reader a deeper insight into the case, while others have focused on the analysis of the partnering details and elements 
for effective implementation. Despite of all these efforts, a general and clear definition of the concept is still missing 
[8]. The absence of a consensus on partnering, together with an insufficient understanding of practices development, 
could increase the complexity for further studies and represent a challenge for effective partnering implementation[9]. 
Table 1. Partnering definitions 
Authors Definition  
Bennett and Jayes [10] Partnering as a management approach used to achieve business value and increase efficiency of construction 
industry.  
Black, Akintoye and 
Fitzgerald [11] 
Partnering for the creation of effective working relationships. 
Chan, Chan and Ho [12] Partnering as a framework for improve working relationships between project participants.  
Chan, Chan and Ho [13] Process to encourage good working relationships based upon commitment, trust, and communication.  
Cheung, Ng, Wong and Suen 
[14] 
Partnering as an attempt to enabling non-adversarial working relationships.  
Cheung, Suen and Cheung 
[15] 
Project management approach to improve performance through effective working relationships. 
Eriksson [8] Cooperative governance based on cooperative procedures in order to facilitate cooperation.  
Larson [16] Partnering as cooperative relationships that enable the creation of a project team with a single set of goals and 
procedures, based upon collaboration, trust openness, and respect.  
Larson [17] Formal management designed to overcome adversarial relationships in projects.  
Lu and Yan [18] Process, initiated at the outset of a project, that is based on mutual objectives and specific tools (workshops, 
project charter, conflict resolution techniques and continuous improvement techniques).  
Naoum [19] Partnering as a framework based on trust, cooperation, and teamwork.  
Nyström [20] Trust and mutual understanding are the most important components of partnering. Other important components 
are incentives, team building activities, partner selection, openness, facilitator, conflict resolution techniques, and 
structured meetings.  
Thomas and Thomas [21] Partnering as an integrated teamwork approach that could lead to the creation of value in projects.  
Yeung, Chan and Chan [22] Partnering is defined by soft components (trust, commitment, cooperation, and communication) and hard 
components (formal components, gain-share/pain-share).  
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Analyzing the literature on partnering reveals that while some authors presented a similar phrasing, others 
underlined that the creation of collaborative working relationships depends upon the presence of specific elements. 
For instance, Larson [23] formulated a definition of partnering that includes a list of success elements, such as 
collaboration, trust, openness, and mutual respect. More recently authors like Chan, Chan and Ho [13] ,Naoum [19] 
,Nyström [20], Lu and Yan [18] and Yeung, Chan and Chan [22] have investigated the relevant elements for 
partnering. It resulted that there is a strong connection between what partnering is, and how it should be implemented, 
whereby, in order to fully understand this concept, partnering definition cannot be separated from the presented 
elements. Table 2 shows the partnering elements identified from literature.  
Table 2. Partnering elements in literature 
Elements   
Eriksson 
[8] 
Bennett 
[24] 
Bygballe 
[9] 
Nyström 
[25] 
Kadefors 
[26] 
Larson 
[23] 
Naoum 
[19] 
Ng, Rose, 
Mak and 
Chen [27] 
Yeung, 
Chan and 
Chan [22] 
Trust X   X X X X X X X X  
Common 
Understanding  
   X  X X X X  X   
Collaborative 
Contractual Clauses 
X            X  X 
Early Involvement of 
Suppliers 
X   X        X   X 
Incentives X     X X   X     
Common Goals X  X      X X X  X X  
Team-Building 
Activities 
X  X X X X X       
Structured 
Meeting/Workshop 
X X  X X      X  
Facilitator X  X  X      X   
Committed 
Participants 
   X   X       X  X 
Conflict Resolution   X X   X X X X X  X 
Open and Effective 
Communication 
   X   X    X    X  X 
Open Book Economy X         
Continuous 
Improvement 
      X  X 
Continuous Joint 
Evaluation 
       X  
 
As it is presented in Table 2, some elements, like trust, common understanding, and conflict resolution mechanisms, 
are identified by the majority of the authors as important elements of partnering. Moreover, according to Eriksson [8] 
elements of partnering could be further classified as core and optional components as it illustrated in Table 3. Eriksson 
[8] believes that elements like open book economy, workshops, common goals, team building, and conflicts resolution 
mechanism should clustered as core component due to their position in creation of collaborative environment in 
projects.  
Besides, Bygballe, Jahre and Swärd [28] have underlined the importance of establishing long-term relationships in 
partnering, in order to ensure the creation of trust, common objectives and commitment between participants. 
However, the effective development of long-term relationships requires the presence of both informal (relational) and 
formal (contractual) constituent, in a strategic perspective. 
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Table 3. Core and optional component of partnering [8] 
Core components of partnering Optional components of partnering 
Bid evaluation based on soft parameters. Early involvement of contractors. 
Compensation form based on open books. Limited bid invitation. 
Usage of core collaborative tools. (Start-up workshops, joint 
objectives, follow-up workshops, team building, conflict resolution 
techniques) 
Joint selection and involvement of subcontractors in broad 
partnering team. 
 Collaborative contractual clauses. 
 Compensation form including incentives based on group 
performance.  
 Usage of optional collaborative tools. (Partnering questionnaires, 
facilitator, joint risk management, joint project office, joint IT 
tools). 
 Increased focus on contractors’ self-control coupled with limited 
end inspections.  
 
According to the early definition of CII [7], the implementation of partnering could lead to major benefits in 
projects; “Anticipated benefits include improve efficiency and cost effectiveness, increased opportunity for innovation 
and continuous improvement of quality of product and services” [7].  
In supporting CII definition, Bennett and Jayes [10] showed that adopting partnering could increase savings in 
project from 2% to more than 10% of the total cost. Larson [16] analysed 280 projects in his research in order to 
demonstrate that project partnering bring higher performance that traditional procurement methods. Moreover, 
partnering leads to improved quality of service and earlier completion of the project [10]. Other recognized advantages 
introduce with partnering practices could be the opportunity for innovation, sharing risk between parties and disputes 
reduction [8, 11, 13]. A list of benefits identified from literature which rationalize the use of partnering as preferred 
procurement method is presented in Table 4.  
Table 4. Partnering benefits 
  
Eriksson 
[8] 
Bennett 
[24] 
Larson 
[23] 
Naoum 
[19] 
Cheung, Ng, Wong and 
Suen [14] 
Chan, Chan and 
Ho [13] 
Increased Efficiency X X X X X X 
Increased Quality  X X X X  X 
Innovation  X X   X X 
Reduce Litigation / Dispute 
Resolution 
X X X X X X 
Increased Customer Satisfaction  X X X  X 
Elimination of Adversarial 
Relationships 
X X  X  X 
Sustainability X      
Safety Performance X X  X  X 
Reduce Risk / Risk Shared X    X  
Enhanced Communication      X 
Continuous Improvement      X 
 
According to Eriksson [8], obtaining benefits from an effective cooperation in projects is not always easy, due to 
various barriers and challenges arising when trying to implement partnering practices. In accordance, Cowan, Gray 
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and Larson [29] underlined that adopting partnering in projects could be hard work, therefore the advantages might 
not always be achieved. Changing traditional habits and building a collaborative environment in project requires high 
preparation and commitment from all the participants. Furthermore, according to Ng, Rose, Mak and Chen [27] it is 
essential to adopt partnering in the right situations and for the right reasons in order to obtained the potential benefits.  
Many authors, like Naoum [19] and Yeung, Chan and Chan [22], agreed that the absence of a standard agreement 
constitutes the first issue for partnering implementation. Moreover, Eriksson [8] argued that, without a consensus on 
partnering, confusion and ambiguity could arise between the project participants. If this happens, the cooperation 
between the parties, and consequently the benefits, will be more difficult to achieve. 
4. Findings 
According to Aarseth, Andersen, Ahola and Jergeas [30] one of the major challenge in the implementation of 
partnering in Norwegian construction industry is the lack of an univocal perception of what partnering is and means. 
In general, the partnering model, in the Norwegian environment is still under development and efforts have been spent 
to change from adversarial to cooperative culture. The idea that introducing partnering in projects will provide more 
overall value for money and a more rational building process is persuading clients that a major involvement and 
knowledge are needed in order to gain awareness and best practices.  
Table 5. List of investigated project 
Builder’s name Public/Private Project Nr.  Project Name Interview 
Statsbygg Public 1 The National archives Yes 
2 Oslo Courthouse Yes 
3 Saemien sijte No 
4 Equestrian corps No 
5 University in Bergen Yes 
6 College in Sør-Trondelag Yes 
7 Health-archive in Tynset Yes 
8 College in Gjøvik Yes 
9 The supreme court No 
Entra Private 10 Konggata 51 Yes 
11 Pilestredet 30 Yes 
12 Powerhouse Kjørbo Yes 
Sektor Private 13 Stovner Center Yes 
Studentsamskipnaden i Oslo og Akershus Public 14 St. Hanshaugen Student House Yes 
Statens Vegvesen Public 15 Astadkrysset Bridge Yes 
16 Blakstad Bridge Yes 
17 Hjelvikbruene Yes 
18 Måndals tunnel Yes 
19 Tresfjord Bridge Yes 
20 Veg Vikbukt og Remmen Yes 
21 Vågstrand tunnel Yes 
Undervisningsbygg Public 22 Hersleb School No 
23 Majorstuen School Yes 
24 Nordpolen School No 
25 Tokerud School No 
26 Tåsen School No 
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Through the analysis of case studies and interviews, it is being possible to identify the contractual elements that 
have more often been included in Norwegian construction projects. The results are then represented in Table 6 that 
gives an overview of 26 partnering projects (see Table 5) in Norway. 
In the next section of the paper partnering elements identified from target projects with brief description will be 
presented.  
Value based procurement is used in a significant number of target cases; this requires proper knowledge and 
experience from the project participants, in addition to a general understanding of partnering idea.  
Prequalification of contractors is introduced only in few of the target cases. This depends in large part from the 
allocation criteria used in the tender. From the analysis, it emerged that the allocation criteria in many cases have 
considered both price and quality, ensuring that the contractor has sufficient knowledge and capacity to implement 
the project in a good way.  
Introducing a functional description, as a basis for procurement, can lead to better solutions and cost savings. 
Apart from one owner, the other have often used a functional description of a project.  
Most respondents identified target price by sharing bonus/malus as an essential interaction element as it gives 
the contractor a strong incentive to save costs in the project (chasing best deals with subcontractors) and increase 
productivity. The target cost is established after a negotiation, where both parties should be content with the pricing 
of the project and the incorporated risk reserve.  
Open book-economy is one of the most common adopted partnering elements in projects. With an open book 
economy, the client can see where money is spent and this helps to create more confidence and trust between the 
project parties.  
Start-up workshops, included in almost all the projects, are important to fix a common set of procedures and goals 
for the project, as well as lay the foundation for effective working relationships.  
Except for one owner, all the others have adopted early involvement of contractors in at least one of the target 
case project. Involving the contractors’ competence in an early stage of the project can lower the design costs and 
increase participation. Several respondents have indeed emphasized the importance of early involvement as a 
fundamental factor to achieve cooperation in projects. 
Few projects have included the subcontractors in the partnering groups, only in one the studied projects the 
subcontractors participated at the bonus/malus contract. This inclusion can strengthen the partnering arrangement, but 
the subcontractors often choose to stay out to limit risk. The same situation is verifiable in regards to the inclusion of 
consultants and architects in the projects.  
Continuous workshops, introduced in most of the projects, are important to ensure that the participants are 
following the procedures, and to monitor team goals and stakeholders` commitment. In case the situation must be 
improved with the implementation of new procedures to improve cooperation. Despite the strong importance, the final 
workshop was introduced only in one project. In most cases, even if a final meeting was planned, the participants 
downgraded it because of many things to focus on the completion phase of the projects.   
The measurement of performances during process has been conducted only in one third of the studied projects. 
Feedback and continuous measurement is one of the key elements of partnering, and by measuring it the project 
manager can understand if the project is on track. The difficulty relies on the efficient measurement requiring specific 
measurable target, precise milestones, and available resources.  
In partnering it is important that disputes are resolved at the lowest possible level, to not affect the effectiveness of 
the project. In these cases, a conflict resolution mechanism has been implemented only in five of the target projects, 
through the creation of a steering group or an external coordinator for governing disputes.  
Furthermore, a cooperation agreement was issued in six project using different methods, and target document 
was rarely used in these projects.  
The contractual right to replace people and / or companies during partnering projects have been establishes 
from three builders. According to the interviewees, it can be necessary to substitute a person or a firm, but this might 
leave a gap in the project information and knowledge.  
Only in few projects, the co-location of the partnering group had been experienced. It is underlined the 
importance of face-to-face communication in order to have a successful partnering. However, according to one case, 
frequent workshops have replaced the need for co-location.  
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The matrix in Table 6 constitutes an important tool to understand how partnering is performed in Norwegian 
construction industry, and specifically to perceive which elements are more often implemented in projects. A further 
analysis has analysed which, between these elements, are most recommended to be included in partnering projects, in 
order to produce specific benefits, such as efficiency, cost-effectiveness, innovation, and improvement of quality. 
First, the results have showed, in a priority order, the elements that have a greatest impact on the improvement of 
efficiency in projects. A (1) start-up workshop, (2) early involvement of contractors, (3) co-localization of partnering 
group, and the (4) inclusion of consultants and architects in the partnering group, are the elements that could strongly 
influenced the efficiency and the cooperation in projects. 
Moreover, the element that is largely recognized to improve the cost-effectiveness in project is (1) target price by 
sharing bonus/malus. (2) Open book economy, (3,4) inclusion of architect and subcontracts in bonus/malus, and (5) 
value-based procurement can also influence the cost-effectiveness in project, when associated with target price.  
Regarding innovation in projects, the research has showed that the (1) early involvement of contractors is the most 
recommend element. (2) Functional description, (3) continuous workshops and the (4) inclusion of advisers in the 
interacting group are also important partnering elements for innovation improvement.  
 
Final, continuous improvement of quality is a desired effect of partnering that could result also in lower operating 
and maintenance costs. According to the research, having a contractor with (1) operational responsibility is the element 
that mostly influence quality. If a contractor assumes operational responsibility, most likely there will be a stronger 
focus on low production costs and improvement of quality. The (2) inclusion of subcontractors in the partnering group, 
(3) co-location of partnering group, (3) measurement during the project, (3) final workshop, and (4,5) inclusion of 
architects and consultants in the partnering group are, sequentially, the other elements that could improve quality in 
partnering projects.  
In general, (1) early involvement of contractors is the partnering element mostly recommended in order to achieve 
all four desired benefits. Immediately below in the ranking, experts advised the importance of (2) target price with 
incentives for sharing bonus/malus, (3) co-location of partnering group, and (4) inclusion of advisers in the group. 
Contrariwise, elements like contractual right to exchange firms or individuals, conflict resolution mechanism, 
inclusion of architects, consultants or subcontractors in the contract, and prequalification of contractors are not 
indicated from the experts as essential elements to achieve benefits. The matrix (Table 6) presents the partnering 
elements that have been used in 26 projects. 
Table 6. Partnering elements in Norwegian construction projects 
Partnering Elements Project Nr. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 
1
1 
1
2 
1
3 
1
4 
1
5 
1
6 
1
7 
1
8 
1
9 
2
0 
2
1 
2
2 
2
3 
2
4 
2
5 
2
6 
Value Based 
Procurement 
x x x x x x x      x         x x x x  
Prequalification             x         x  x x  
Functional Description x x x x x x x x  x  x x x         x  x x 
Intention agreement x x x x x x x      x         x  x x x 
Target price with 
bonus/malus 
x x x x x x x      x x        x x x x x 
Open-book economy x x x x x x x x x x x x x         x x x x x 
Partnering based on 
turnkey 
x x x x x x x x x x x x x x        x x x x x 
Startup workshop x x x x x x x     x x x x x x x x x x x x x x  
Target document  x x x x x x     x x         x  x   
Early involvement of 
contractors 
x x x x x x  x  x  x x x        x x x x x 
Inclusion of SC in the 
partnering group 
  x x x x       x x             
Inclusion of consultant 
in partnering group 
x x x x x x      x x x             
Inclusion of architect 
in partnering group 
x x x x x x      x x x             
Inclusion of SC in 
bonus/malus 
             x             
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Inclusion of consultant 
in bonus/malus 
             x             
Inclusion of architect 
in bonus/malus 
             x             
Inclusion of SC in the 
contract 
             x             
Inclusion of consultant 
in the contract 
             x             
Inclusion of architect 
in the contract 
             x             
Continuous workshop   x x x x      x x x x x x x x x x x x x   
Final workshop   x  x x      x               
Measurement during 
project 
  x x x x      x x x          x x  
Conflict resolution 
mechanism 
  x   x                 x x x  
Cooperation            x  x        x  x x x 
Contractual right to 
replace people  
 x x x x x         x x x x x x x x x x x  
Contractual right to 
replace firms 
 x x            x x x x x x x    x  
Remuneration for 
accepted offer 
                        x  
Operational 
responsibility of 
contractor 
            x         x x x x x 
Co-location of 
partnering group 
  x   x       x            x  
5. Discussions 
The first purpose of this study was to identify how partnering practices have been developed in Norwegian building 
and construction industry and therefore increase the understanding on this matter. The building and construction 
industry in Norway, in fact, is to some extent still characterized by a traditional adversarial mind-set, hindering the 
development of partnering.  
From the first step of the analysis it emerged that there is not a single partnering elements constantly used in all the 
Norwegian building and construction projects. In fact, it is interesting to notice that builders adopted basic partnering 
elements that are completely different from another builder. This highlights a great discrepancy in the way partnering 
arrangements are set.  
The lack of constant factors in partnering makes more difficult to find a standard definition of partnering and 
determine partnering practices in Norwegian building and construction industry. These findings confirmed the opinion 
from the theory about partnering being characterized by high contingency in different situations and contexts. This 
aspect further increases the complexity in defining a standard means for the implementation. [27]. Some authors 
underlined also that the absence of a standard agreement could influence negatively the project participants, creating 
confusion and ambiguity towards partnering practices [8, 19, 22].  
In general, the matrix (Table 6) represents a suitable tool to understand how partnering can be implemented, but it 
does not show which specific partnering elements must be adopted in projects. In relation to what stated before, it is 
not possible to recommend individual partnering elements over others, without looking at the purpose, situation, and 
context of the project.  
Furthermore, in general, some of the builder, to cope with the uncertainty, operate with a minimum requirement 
for every project, assuming the idea that a partnering project is a project that includes at least one of the partnering 
elements. Additionally, other elements could then be implemented in the project according to the specific case and 
situation. According to Bresnen and Marshall [31], one of the main issues is indeed the decision of the owner to define 
a best practice for partnering, that apply for every case, or whether customize partnering practices for each project.  
The elements identifies in the matrix could be compared with the set of mandatory partnering factors described by 
Eriksson [8] and reported in Table 7. Only one of the analysed projects met the requirements underlined by the author. 
This discrepancy between theory and empirical findings can be related to the different research context or situation. 
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While this study looked at the Norwegian context, Eriksson [8] developed his research on Swedish construction 
industry.   
Table 7. Comparison of findings with theory by Eriksson [8] 
Partnering elements by Eriksson [8] Findings 
Bid evaluation based on soft parameters. (Value-based procurement) Early involvement of contractors 
Compensation form based on open books. (Open-book economy) Target price with sharing bonus/malus 
Start-up workshops Co-location of partnering group 
Joint objectives Inclusion of consultants in partnering group.  
Follow-up workshops (Continuous workshop)  Continuous workshop 
Team building Inclusion of architects in partnering group.  
Conflict resolution techniques  
 
The second phase of the analysis have showed, through the use of interviews and questionnaire, the recommended 
partnering elements that should be included in the project in order to achieve certain benefits. To improve efficiency 
in projects, elements like start-up workshop, early involvement of contractors, co-location of partnering group, and 
inclusion of consultants and architects in the partnering group are the most suitable. All these elements must be 
adopted in the early phase of the project and therefore provide the basis for a more efficient execution phase.  
The elements recommended for the improvement of cost-effectiveness showed instead a more economical nature 
and are measures generally designed to keep the project cost down.  
Innovation is a desired effect of partnering and elements such as early involvement of contractor, functional 
description, continuous workshops, and inclusion of consultants in the group are recommend to achieve benefits. Only 
one of the analyzed projects contained all this elements, revealed a need for innovation.  
Table 8. Recommended partnering elements in priority order. 
Rank Partnering Elements Rank Partnering Elements 
1. Early involvement of contractors 16. Value Based Procurement 
2. Target price with bonus/malus 17. Inclusion of consultants in bonus/malus 
3. Inclusion of consultants in partnering group 18. Final workshop 
4. Co-location of partnering group 19. Target document 
5. Inclusion of sub-contractors in partnering group 20. Cooperation 
6. Inclusion of architects in partnering group 21 Intention agreement 
7. Continuous workshop 22. Remuneration for accepted offer 
8. Functional description 23. Prequalification 
9. Inclusion of subcontractors in bonus/malus 24. Inclusion of subcontractors in the contract 
10. Start-up workshop 25. Inclusion of consultants in the contract 
11. Operational responsibility of the contractor 26. Inclusion of architects in the contract 
12. Inclusion of architects in bonus/malus 27. Conflict resolution mechanism 
13. Open book economy 28. Contractual right to replace people  
14. Measurement during the project 29. Contractual right to replace firms 
15. Partnering based on turnkey   
 
The most recommended elements for the continuous improvement of the quality are the operational responsibility 
to the contractor, the inclusion of subcontractors, architects, and consultant in the partnering group, and co-location. 
The involvement of all the stakeholders in the development of the project and the creation of common goals are 
essential to pursue a better quality. Introducing higher quality in the project will then limit the need for replacements 
and lower the operating and maintenance costs.  
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The partnering elements that have not been recommended and, therefore, not directly connected with any of the 
desired benefits are, for example, the contractual right to replace people/firms, and the use of tools for conflicts 
resolution. These can be to some extent considered as reactive partnering elements, that can be used when partnering 
does not work properly.  
The prequalification of the contractors is also a not recommended element for partnering projects, despite this can 
be defined as a proactive measure to guarantee sufficient expertise from the contractor. Probably, prequalification is 
unnecessary when the value-based procurement is adopted.  
Finally, comparing the elements that have been used in real project (see Table 6) and the recommended elements 
identified by the study, a discrepancy is noticeable. In fact, despite elements such as the co-location of the partnering 
group and the inclusion of consultants have achieved a high ranking of importance (see Table 8), these were actually 
implemented only in few projects. It is then important to consider that the application of the theory in practice could 
require experience, resources and knowledge, especially when some elements are still “new” for many of the players 
in the industry. 
 
Conclusion 
This paper aims to find the characteristics of Norwegian partnering projects. The characteristics we found in the 
26 examined case projects are shown in Table 6. The need for identifying the partnering project characteristics is 
underlined by our interview respondents, who almost without exceptions stated that nearly all challenges related to 
implementation of partnering elements in Norwegian projects are caused by different perceptions of what partnering 
is. Clarification of what partnering is and its practical implications may help clients avoid some challenges.  
Table 6 shows what partnering elements that appear in Norwegian building and construction projects, and we can 
draw at least four interesting conclusions from it. The first is that there is no partnering element considered as a must-
have. As well as, there is no element that is used in all the projects. The second conclusion is that there are partnering 
projects that only seem to share partnering label. Except from them being labelled partnering projects, they seem to 
use different partnering elements. A third conclusion is that if one applies Erikson’s (2010) minimum requirements to 
a partnering project, only one out of the 26 cases deserves the partnering label. The fourth conclusion is that partnering 
is practiced differently even within the same client organizations. The same client can use different partnering 
elements in different projects, but still use the partnering label.  
Out of these four conclusions, we realize it is difficult to establish certain minimum requirements for partnering in 
Norwegian building and construction projects. After considerations on how to define partnering in Norway, we still 
think partnering is a too vague term to finally conclude. We therefore suggest to document characteristics from even 
more case projects with the partnering label in order to be able to come up with a definition of what partnering really 
is and its practical implications.  
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